REMARKS 

The Examiner is thanked for indicating an allowance of 
claims 14 and 33. 

By the above amendment, claims 34 and 35 have been 
canceled without disclaimer or prejudice. Typographical 
errors in each of claims 36 and 38 have been corrected, 
without the introduction of new matter. Specifically, the 
recitation "potion" was changed to "portion" in claim 36, and 
"therebeween" was changed to "therebetween" in claim 38. 

The rejection of claims 21 and 36 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Tarekado et al. is traversed in part, 
and obviated in part by appropriate amendment. 

As to claim 21, Applicants respectfully point out to the 
Examiner that original claim 21 was previously indicated to be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of 
the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims 
(Office Action dated November 15, 2004, page 3, lines 7-9) . 
In compliance therewith, Applicants amended original claim 21 
to include all of the limitations of claims 1 and 4, from 
which original claim 21 depended (Applicants' Amendment and 
Response filed on February 15, 2005) . As a result, the 
Tarekado et al. reference was avoided with respect to claim 21 
because, inter alia, Tarekado et al. does not disclose or 
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suggest the combination of the engagement device, which 
includes the engagement protrusion and the engagement recess, 
and the reception grove capable of receiving the end portion 
of the first or second connection end portions. 

As to claim 36, Applicants submit that the subject matter 
of the presently amended claim is not taught or suggested by 
the Tarekado et al. reference. Clearly, Tarekado et al. does 
not teach or suggest an intake device having a reception 
groove that includes a first wall and a second wall opposing 
to each other in the radial direction. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejection 
of claims 21 and 36 over Tarekado et al. is unsustainable, and 
withdrawal of the rejection is urged. 

For these reasons also, claims 38-40, which all depend 
from claim 36, are believed to be allowable without further 
amendment . 

The rejection of claim 37 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tarekado et al. in view of Lee (US 
4,779,902) is respectfully traversed. 

For the reasons set forth above, the subject matter of 
amended claim 36, from which claim 37 depends, is not taught 
or suggested by Tarekado et al. The Lee reference also does 
not disclose or suggest an intake device having a reception 
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groove that includes a first wall and a second wall opposing 
to each other in the radial direction. Lee also does not 
disclose or suggest a resilient member in combination with a 
reception groove. It follows that a combination of Tarekado 
et al. and Lee would not result in the invention of claim 37. 

In view of the deficiencies in the art, the claimed 
invention is not prima facie obvious and accordingly, 
withdrawal of the rejection under 35 USC 103(a) is 
respectfully requested. 

For all of the above reasons, Applicants submit that this 
application is now in condition for allowance, and early 
notification of such action is earnestly solicited. If any 
final points remain that can be clarified by telephone, 
Examiner McMahon is respectfully encouraged to contact 
Applicants' attorney at the number indicated below. 

Applicants hereby petition the Commissioner for Patents 
to extend the time for reply to the notice dated January 23, 
2006, for one (1) month from April 23, 2006, to May 23, 2006. 
A duly completed credit card authorization form is attached to 
effect payment of the extension fee. 



Respectfully submitted, 




By: 




Malcolm J. MacDonald 

Reg. No. 40,250 

(703) 837-9600 Ext. 24 
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